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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

The following guidelines illustrate the preferred layout and content for patent 
applications. These guidelines are suggested for the applicant's use. The following section 
headings are preferably used within the specification where appropriate and each of the 
numbered items should appear in upper case, without underlining or bold type, as section 
headings. 

1. Background of the Invention. 

2. Summary of the Invention. 

3. Brief Description of the Drawings. 

4. Detailed Description of the Preferred Embodiments. 

The abstract of the disclosure does not commence on a separate sheet in accordance with 
37 CFR 1.52(b)(4). A new abstract of the disclosure is required and must be presented on a 
separate sheet, apart from any other text. 

The specification is objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1.84(p)(5) because the 
following reference signs are not mentioned in the description: 14, 16, 17, 21, 22, and 149. A 
proposed drawing correction, corrected drawings, or amendment to the specification to add the 
reference sign(s) in the description, are required in reply to the Office action to avoid 
abandonment of the application. The objection to the specification will not be held in abeyance. 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: Figures 13a, 13b, 
and 17 are not described in the "Brief Description of the Drawings" section of the specification. 

Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Objections 

Claims 6-12 and 18-20 are objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c) as being in improper form 
because a multiple dependent claim cannot depend from another multiple dependent claim. See 
MPEP § 608.01(n). Accordingly, the claims 6-12 and 18-20 have not been further treated on the 
merits. 

Claim 13 is objected to because of the following informalities: the phrases "in a first step 
selected" should be "in a first step, selected" and "in a second step the selected" should be "in a 
second step, the selected". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 2 5 4-5, and 12-13 (and therefore dependent claims 3, 6-1 1, and 14-20) are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out 
and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 2 recites the limitation "of said first set" and "of said second set" of 
claim 1. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Specifically there 
is no prior mention of "a first set" or "a second set" in claim 1 or in the beginning lines of claim 
2. Therefore, it is unclear as to what part of the controlling method is to be defined by the first 
and second set. For purposes of examination, these phrases are assumed to be "of a first set" and 
"of a second set". 

Regarding claims 4-5, it is unclear as to the meaning of the phrase "the voltage on the 
spaced electrode and the voltage applied to each element of the array are all shifted substantially 
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simultaneously by the same amount and in the same direction relative to a reference voltage". 
Further clarification is needed. 

Regarding claim 12, this claim has been made dependent on itself, making it unclear as to 
the actual dependency. Also, it is unclear as to what the term "dc balancing" refers to. Further 
clarification is needed. 

Regarding claim 13, a mixture of device and method limitations in the claim by defining 
a device using method steps. Also, it is unclear as to the limitations of the claim since it is 
unclear which features of the "control means" perform the "first step" of writing and the "second 
step" of erasing. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-5 and 13-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crossland et al US 5,774,104 (herein referred to as Crossland et al '104) in view of Crossland et 
al US 5,751,266 (herein referred to as Crossland et al '266). 

Regarding claim 1, Crossland et al ' 104 discloses a method of controlling an array of 
optical elements (Column 3, lines 42-51, wherein an array of pixel electrodes "25" are 
controlled, Figure 3) in a succession of cycles to alter their states according to respective ones of 
a series of input data sets (Column 4 lines 3 1-67, wherein a cycle of altering the states of pixel 
electrodes based on input data is disclosed), each cycle comprising a first step wherein elements 
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of an optically blank or uniform array are written as determined by a respective data set (Column 
4, lines 31-46), and a second step wherein elements are erased to restore a blank array prior to 
another cycle (Column 4, lines 46-67), but does not specifically disclose that only selected 
elements of the array are determined by a data set and then selectively erased to restore a blank 
array. However, Crossland et al '266 teaches that in a controlled array of optical elements, 
selective elements are written based on a respective data set for the purpose of enabling row of 
pixels to be addressed with a shorter line address time (Abstract and Claim 1) and it would be 
obvious that selective erasing can occur as well. It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made for the method of controlling an array 
of optical elements of Crossland et aP104 further include selective elements being written based 
on a respective data set and then selectively erased since Crossland et al '266 teaches that in a 
controlled array of optical elements, selective elements are written based on a respective data set 
for the purpose of enabling row of pixels to be addressed with a shorter line address time and it 
would obvious that selective erasing can occur in these same selected elements. 

Regarding claim 2, Crossland ' 104 further discloses that the array of optical elements to 
which the method is applied comprises a corresponding array of addressable active elements 
(Column 3, lines 5-25, wherein the elements are pixel electrodes "25", Figure 2), and an 
electrode spaced from the corresponding array (Column 3, lines 5-25, wherein the spaced 
electrode is front plane electrode "24", Figure 2), each optical element being defined between the 
spaced electrode and a corresponding active element (Column 3, lines 5-25), and wherein during 
the first step the active elements of a first set and the spaced electrodes electrode are operated to 
apply a first potential difference across the selected optical elements of the first set (Column 3, 
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line 42-Column 4, line 30, Figure 3), and during the second step the active elements of a second 
set, the first and second potential differences having opposite signs (Column 4, lines 9-22). 

Regarding claim 3, it is further inherent from Crossland ' 104 that the first and second 
potential differences have equal amplitudes, this being reasonably based upon the voltages being 
"equivalent oppositely directed potential differences" which would mean they have the same 
amplitude and varying directional signs (Column 4, lines 9-22). 

Regarding claim 4, it is further inherent from Crossland '104 (as can be understood), that 
between the first and second steps the voltage on the spaced electrode and the voltage applied to 
each element of the array are all shifted substantially simultaneously by the same amount and in 
the same direction relative to a reference voltage, this being reasonably based upon the similarity 
in structure and function of the reference and the claimed invention and the description of a short 
step before the blanking process (Column 4, lines 46-67). 

Regarding claim 5, Crossland c 104 further discloses that the array of optical elements to 
which the method is applied comprises a corresponding array of addressable active elements 
(Column 3, lines 5-25, wherein the elements are pixel electrodes "25", Figure 2), and an 
electrode spaced from the corresponding array (Column 3, lines 5-25, wherein the spaced 
electrode is front plane electrode "25", Figure 2), each optical element being defined between the 
spaced electrode and a corresponding active element (Column 3, lines 5-25), and it is inherent 
(as can be understood) that between the first and second steps the voltage on the spaced electrode 
and the voltage applied to each element of the array are all shifted substantially simultaneously 
by the same amount and in the same direction relative to a reference voltage, this being 
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reasonably based upon the similarity in structure and function of the reference and the claimed 
invention and the description of a short step before the blanking process (Column 4, lines 46-67). 

Regarding claim 13, Crossland '104 discloses an electro-optical arrangement comprising 
an array of electro-optic element and control means responsive to a series of input data sets 
(Column 3, lines 42-51, wherein an array of pixel electrodes "25" are controlled, Figure 3), the 
control means being arranged to respond to each data set (Column 4 lines 3 1-67, wherein a cycle 
of altering the states of pixel electrodes based on input data is disclosed) so that starting with an 
optically blank or uniform array of elements in a first step, elements are written as determined by 
the data set (Column 4, lines 31-46), and in a second step, the elements are erased to revert to a 
blank array prior to writing elements as determined by a successive data set (Column 4, lines 46- 
67), but does not specifically disclose that only selected elements are written by the data set and 
then selectively erased. However, Crossland et al '266 teaches that in a controlled array of 
optical elements, selective elements are written based on a respective data set for the purpose of 
enabling row of pixels to be addressed with a shorter line address time (Abstract and Claim 1) 
and it would be obvious that selective erasing can occur as well It would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made for the array of electro- 
optic elements of Crossland et al' 104 further include selective elements being written based on a 
respective data set and then selectively erased since Crossland et al '266 teaches that in a 
controlled array of optical elements, selective elements are written based on a respective data set 
for the purpose of enabling row of pixels to be addressed with a shorter line address time and it 
would be obvious that selective erasing can occur in these same selected elements. 
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Regarding claims 14-15, Crossland et al '104 further discloses that the array of electro- 
optic elements is defined by corresponding pixel electrodes of an active semiconductor 
backplane (Column 1, lines 9-27 and Column 2, line 60-Column 3, line 24, Figure 2, wherein the 
pixel electrodes are "25" and the active semiconductor backplane is "23"). 

Regarding claim 16, Crossland et al'104 further discloses that the electro-optic elements 
comprise liquid crystal material located between the pixel electrodes and a spaced electrode 
(Column 2, line 60-Column 3, line 24, Figure 2, wherein the liquid crystal material is "20", the 
pixel electrodes are "i25" and the spaced electrode is front electrode "24"). 

Regarding claim 17, Crossland et al'104 further disclose that the spaced electrode is a 
single electrode common to all the electro-optic elements (Column 3, lines 5-24, wherein the 
spaced electrode is "24" and is common to all electro-optic elements, Figure 2). 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Ichinose et al is cited as being some similar structure to the claimed invention. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jessica T Stultz whose telephone number is (703) 305-6106. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 7:30-5, and alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Georgia Epps can be reached on 703-308-4883. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-308-7722 for regular 
communications and 703-308-7722 for After Final communications. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-308-0956. 

Jessica Stultz 
June 19, 2003 




Georgia Epps 
Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Technology Center 2800 



